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Applicants have thoroughly considered the Office 
the application to more clearly set forth the invention. Cl| 
amended by this Amendment A. Claim 4 has been canceji 
in the application for further examination. Reconsideraticw i 
view of the following remarks is respectfully requested 



Claim Rejections under 35 



Claim 18 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 as 
particular point and distinctly claim the subject matter wJj 
In particular, the Examiner objected to the limitation "pe ' 
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llnion dated 9/8/05 and have amended 
IS 1 , 1 8. 23, 24, and 35-39 havt been 
j|d. Claims 1-3 and 5-45 are pre:^;nted 
of the application as amended and in 



i.e. S 112 



ing as beii^ indefinite for failing, to 
;h ^plicant regards as the invention, 
itting the respective user to cowest an 



evicted account" as being broad, indefinite, and subject t| misinterpretation. Applicants 



ilicants have amended claim 1 8 lo 



ragrapb describes a scenario where a 



respectfully disagree. To fimher prosecution, however, a| 
more distinctly claim the present invention. 

On page 81 of Applicant's specification, the last;||| 
user, Joe. tries to change his email address to Joe@B.coi| and someone else has already sijjned 
op for an account using Joe@B.com. The passage contii) es "When Joe gets an error message 
saying that the sign-in name is already taken, he clicks pj the link that displays "CUck hei<-. if 
this e-mail address really belongs to you." This link guid) i Joe through a process where he is 
able to change his sign-in name while simultaneously co| esting the Joe@B.com account " The 
process allows Joe to challenge (or contest) the use of J; J gB.com namespace by another smd 
prove that he is the rightful owner. |j 

Therefore, to more distinctly claim the present ir^ sntion, claim 18 has been amended to 
recites that the authentication server permits a user of anjj victed account to contest the eviction. 
Accordingly, it is submitted that claim 1 8 is in conditiC!n|i [or allowance and the Examiner's 
rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Claim Reiecti *^f « under ^5 II [j.C. S 101 
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Claims 23, 35, and 36-38 were rejected under 35 l} 
non-statutory subject matter. Applicants respectfully dis; 
claims 23 and 35-38 have been amended to recite a "tang 

Accordingly, it is submitted that claims 23 and 35^18 
the Examiner's rejection should be withdrawn. 



Claim Reiect iAn^ ni^iiftr IS U B.C. S 102 



Claims 1-4, 24, 35-36 and 39 were rejected under 
by Carter et al. (U.S. Pat. 6,742,1 1 4). Applicants respeptfi 
teach or suggest that a received request specifies a task o: ] 
database. 

Carter et al. discloses that a principal requests au^ prization from the Distributed 
Deputization Point (DDP). (Carter et al., column 8, linep |f^-21) The DDP then sends an 



S.C. § 101(a) as being directed to 
ee. To further prosecution, however, 
ie" computer-readable medium, 
are in condition for allowance and 



is U.S.C. § 102(e) as being antitiipated 
^lly disagree. Carter et al. fails lo 
iction for managing an authentication 



authentication response to the principal. (Carter et al., «j imm 8, lines 45-46) Once 
authenticated, "the principal sends the DDP a deputy crej Intial request". (Carter et al., column 
9, lines 4-5). In response to this request, "the DDP cree»t|| j a deputy credential". (Carter el al., 
column 9, lines 4-5) The creation of this credential, illu^ |ated in Figure 6, is not a database task, 
but creation of signals. (Carter et al., column 10, lines 4l||2) Carter et al. goes on to teach that 
the signab are implemented in data structures. (Carter ^tj L column 1 1 , lines 62-64) In other 
words, the request disclosed in C arter et al. creates a dati i fitructure. 



In contrast, the present invention performs a jk or action that manages an 
autheDtication database, as claimed in amended claim 1 1 This limitation is completely i«bsent 
from the Carter et al. invention. As amended, claim 1 in i N present invention recites "said 
authentication server having a database associated theret ^th storing authentication information 
for authenticating the users of the namespace service, .:. j said request specifying at least one 
action for managing the database to be performed to t:^ namespace". Carter et al. fails; to 
teach or suggest such a limitation. As such. Applicants \ |ibmit that amended claim 1 is allowable 
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for at least these reasons. The claims depending f«>mclai|b are allov^le for at least the 

reasot\s. ij!: 

Similar to claim 1 , claims 24, 36 and 39. as amen#> respectively recite " at least one 
routine be performed to implement a desired administrat p task for managing the database", 
"said call providing a request that at least o«e routine be fjiformed to implement a desired 
administrative task for managing the database", and " |j|ud request specifying at least one 
action for managing the database to be performed to th| Ibunespace service." Thus. 



Applicants submit that claims 24, 36, and 39 and the clainj ^ depending therefrom are allowable 
for at least the same reasons as claim 1 is allowable. j ij 

As such, the rejection of claims 1-4, 24, 3506 an|p under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) should be 
withdrawn. Should the Examiner maintain these rejectiof Applicants request that the Exconiner 
- ^ - /-I— „i ..^^ ^hich teaches the above-identified 



identify the particular subject matter in Carter et al upon 
limiations. 
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Claims 1-21, 23-25, 27^1. and 43-45 were reje 
unpatentable over Chan (U.S, Pub, 2002/01 65960) in 
Applicants respectfully disagree that Carter et aL teaches 
task or action for managing an authentication database. 

As explained above> claims 1> 24, 36, and 39 rep 
task that manages the authentication database. On the p 
request disclosed in Carter et al creates a data structurj;? 
that manages an authentication database. Additionally^ 
administrator to determine the access of a user or proems 
(Chan> paragraph [0023]) Thus, neither Chan nor Carte 
for managing an authentication database. Accordingly, 
and the claims depending thereon are patentable. 

Claims 22, 26, and 42 were rejected under 35 V 
Chan (U.S. Pub. 2002/0165960) in view of Carter et a|. 



under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
I of Carter etal. (U.S. Pat 6J4:!.n4). 
lat the received request specifu? ? a 



V ^ that the request specifies an action or 
n| ier hand, as explained above, th<5 

id does not perform a task or action 
( §ian teaches a method that allov^ !; an 
to a resource under certain contiitions. 
bt al. teach or suggest a task or action 
I is submitted that claim 1, 24, 36 and 39 

.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
,S. Pat. 6,742,1 14) further in >iew of 
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al. cannot be the basis for a § 1 t)3(a) 



pmes et al. can only be relied on as 
limder §l02(e). Applicants' wish to 



James et al. (U.S. Pat. 6,904,600). In this instance, James 
rejection and the rejection should be removed. 

James et al. does not qualify as prior art under eithl of § § 1 02(a) or 1 02(b) became the 
James et al. publication date of June 7, 2005 is after the el|ctive filing date ofiht instant 
appUcation filing date of January 1 1 , 2002. Accordingly, 
prior art for this §l03(a) rejection if it qualifies as prior ar| 
invoke the §l03(c) exception to establish that the refereD| may not be used as §103 prior art 
against the present application. ' | ji 

Applicants would like to establish common owneii| |iip at this time: Application 
10/044,565 to Kukreja et al. and U.S. Patent No. 6,904,6(J \ to James et al. were, at the time the 
invention of AppUcation No. 10/044.565 was made. own|i by Microsoft Corporation, Recbnond, 
WA (US). Accordingly, claims 22. 26, and 42 ai« patentj j)le, and applicants request withdrawal 

of die rejection. ' [ 

It is felt that a full and complete response has bee,| [made to the Office action and, as 
such, places the application in condition for allowance. lj||ich allowance is hereby respectnUly 
requested. Although the prior art made of record and nopMcd upon may be considered 



pertinent to the disclosure, none of these references antic 
invention. The fact that Applicants may not have specif 
by the Office should not be construed as indicating APPL 

The Applicants wish to expedite prosecution o||tlii8 appUcation. If the Examiner 
deems the claims as amended to not be in condition \ aUowance. the Examiner is Invited 



lates or makes obvious the recited 
lly traversed any particular assertion 
lants' agreement therewith. 



and encouraged to telephone the undersigned to disej 
to place the claims in condition for allowance. 



^s making an Examiner's ameadment 



' Effective November 29. 1999. subject matter which vk^ prior art under former 35 
use 103 via 35 U.S.C. 102(e) is now disqualified as jEior art against the claimed 
^ntSion tfZ^^^^^^^ matter ind the claimed inventif "were, at me l^^^^--^-^-' 
was made owned by the same person or subject to an o| igation of assignment to the 
::Se iSsonTMPEP 706-02(1)0). first paragraph. In I jder to be disquahfied as prxor a,1 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(c), the subject matter which woul(f P*^^^^ *L 
claimed invention and the claimed invention must be ccfjpmonly owned at the tune the 
claimed invention was made. MPEP 706.02(l)(2). firs| paragraph. 
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The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge 'Ay deficiency or overpayment of any 



reqvUred fee during the entire pendency of this application 



Respectfully submitted. 



JJByBAW/cjl 




Jj^arta, Jr., Reg. No^ 
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